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to offer. He would like to see them be-
fore he makes a judgment about wheth-
er in fact they will be allowed to be of-
fered.

I say the reason there is a substantial
amount of anxiety building up in this
Senate is that people were not elected
from various States to say: Go and do
your thing in the Senate under the
rules, and, by the way, we would like
the majority leader to decide which
amendments you offer shall be in
order.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
respond to that particular point, it is a
common practice around here, as I am
sure the Senator knows, to give the
courtesy of identifying what amend-
ments we have and even the amend-
ments. We are not asking to see the
amendments. We are asking to have
some idea of the general parameters of
what is being proposed.

I do not believe that is asking too
much. We do that for each other. Sen-
ator DASCHLE wants to see what we
want to offer, and we want to see what
you want to offer. That is a common
practice around here.

Mr. DORGAN. Except, if the majority
leader will yield further, that is not
what you are trying to do. What you
have indicated is you want to limit the
amendments. It is not a case of being
curious to see what we are going to
offer. This goes on bill after bill after
bill that is brought to the Senate. You
want to limit the amendments.

My point is this. When we deal with
legislation on the floor of the Senate,
everyone here has a right, it seems to
me, to come and offer amendments and
have a debate on them. You have just
filed two cloture motions to shut off
debate on a filibuster that doesn’t
exist. This happens time and time
again, and we are getting tired of it.

Mr. LOTT. I can understand the Sen-
ator’s frustration. Also, I am sure he
can understand that, as the majority
leader, I have to pay attention to the
schedule, the time that is available,
and the fact that there are, I think, an
overwhelming number of Americans—
and Senators—who would like to get
this marriage tax penalty removed
from the Tax Code.

This is the week we can do it. When
we come back, we will have other im-
portant issues to deal with: The agri-
culture sanctions issue; we have the El-
ementary and Secondary Education
Act; we have appropriations bills; we
have the China permanent trade sta-
tus—we have a long list of things we
need to try to do. We have not said it
has to be three or six, but we are say-
ing we would like to see what we are
talking about.

Mr. DORGAN. Might I make a sug-
gestion then?

Mr. LOTT. What is really at stake is,
once again, we want to get the mar-
riage tax penalty eliminated. We can
talk schedules, procedures, rules,
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quorums, and all the other stuff into
which the Senate gets caught.

On occasion, I hear from my mother.
She says: You know, what is all that
stuff you all talk about up there, all
those rules and all the extraneous
things? Get to the point.

The point is, we want to get rid of
the marriage tax penalty. Let’s see if
we can find a way to do that this week.

Mr. DORGAN. Might I offer a sugges-
tion, briefly? Discussion earlier was, by
Senator REID: Why do we not just have
it open for amendment? The leader ob-
jected to that. You did not want that
to happen. Why don’t we proceed and
have it open for amendments and pro-
ceed on that basis?

Mr. LOTT. Can we get agreement we
can proceed on the bill and all relevant
amendments to that bill? To the Amer-
ican people, and I think to most Sen-
ators, that makes good sense, to have
the requirement that it be relevant to
a marriage tax penalty. Again, I have
not said we could not go with some-
thing that moves afield from that. All
I am saying is we would like to see
what we are talking about and know it
is fair, we have thought it out, and the
committee of jurisdiction has had an
opportunity to review it.

So that is what I am trying to work
out. Senator DASCHLE has been Dpa-
tiently waiting while we have ex-
changed pleasantries. I must say this.
I, a little bit, kind of enjoy finding
someone else getting frustrated trying
to find a way to make this move for-
ward. I know how you feel.

I yield.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, one
thing we all agree is we want to resolve
the problem of the marriage tax pen-
alty. I think that is unanimous. Repub-
licans and Democrats want to find a
way to end the marriage tax penalty.

I think there is also a possibility we
can reach agreement on how to proceed
on this bill. We are not going to do it
today under the confines that have
been laid down. I think the majority
leader’s suggestion we go out now is
appropriate. Let’s go back, try to de-
fine the list, let’s share lists, let’s look
at what we have, let’s see if we cannot
resolve this procedurally first thing in
the morning, and we will go from
there.

I share the frustration expressed by
my colleague. We are not going to re-
solve this matter this afternoon. In the
interests of expediting this bill, and in
consideration of the debate, why don’t
we just go out and pick it up first thing
tomorrow.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

Mr. REID. Will the leader yield for a
brief comment? I can’t pass this up.
The example my friend, the majority
leader, used is the budget bill where we
had all these amendments. I say, first
of all, that is not substantive in na-
ture. The President has no right to
veto that bill. The amendments are ba-
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sically set by statute. So that is not a
good example.

I think you would have to hunt hard
to find another example.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I just re-
mind my colleagues, tomorrow is
Wednesday and the next day is Thurs-
day. If we do not get the marriage tax
penalty done in those 2 days, then it
will be pending until after tax day,
April 15, when we come back. That may
be all right.

Let me say we are going to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty this year. We
are going to do it on this day, and this
week, or we will do it later and we will
do it with another procedure. We have
talked about getting this done too long
and haven’t gotten it done. So we are
going to come back to this one repeat-
edly this year. But it would be, I think,
very helpful to the people involved and
to all of us if we could find a way to go
ahead and do it this way.

———

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, APRIL
12, 2000

Mr. LOTT. With that, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn to the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Wednesday, April 12, 2000. I further ask
consent that on Wednesday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be approved to date,
the morning hour be deemed expired,
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then begin a period of
morning business until the hour of 12
noon, with Senators permitted to
speak up to 5 minutes, with the fol-
lowing exceptions:

Senators ROBERTS and CLELAND in
control of up to 2 hours, from 9:30 to
11:30 a.m. I will note, that is a request
from these two Senators, one a Repub-
lican and one a Democrat, that will
take a major portion of the morning on
a very important national security dis-
cussion, so half of the day tomorrow
will go for that request which has been
pending for at least a week;

Senator HAGEL for 15 minutes;

Senators CRAIG and GRAMS for 15
minutes total;

Senator HUTCHINSON for 10 minutes.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following morning business, the major-
ity leader be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. LOTT. Tomorrow morning, there
will be a period of morning business
until noon. It is my hope we can reach
agreement for the consideration of this
very important marriage tax penalty
issue.

———

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LOTT. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I now
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